Hotel Performance Impact of Socially Engaging with Consumers by Anderson, Chris K. & Han, Saram
Cornell University School of Hotel Administration 
The Scholarly Commons 
Center for Hospitality Research Reports The Center for Hospitality Research (CHR) 
4-5-2016 
Hotel Performance Impact of Socially Engaging with Consumers 
Chris K. Anderson 
Cornell University School of Hotel Administration, cka9@cornell.edu 
Saram Han 
Cornell University School of Hotel Administration 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/chrreports 
 Part of the Hospitality Administration and Management Commons, and the Tourism and Travel 
Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Anderson, C., & Han, S. (2016). Hotel performance impact of socially engaging with consumers. Cornell 
Hospitality Report, 16(10), 3-9. 
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the The Center for Hospitality Research (CHR) at The 
Scholarly Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Center for Hospitality Research Reports by an authorized 
administrator of The Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact hotellibrary@cornell.edu. 
If you have a disability and are having trouble accessing information on this website or need materials in an 
alternate format, contact web-accessibility@cornell.edu for assistance. 
Hotel Performance Impact of Socially Engaging with Consumers 
Abstract 
User reviews have become a critical aspect of the travel research process, as evidenced, for instance, by 
TripAdvisor having over 350 million unique monthly visitors.1 One benefit of these posted reviews is that 
hotels can address issues raised by consumers in an effort to improve consumer satisfaction along with 
review scores. Given the importance of consumer reviews, one goal for hotels is to find ways to improve 
their social media performance (with a goal of boosting financial outcomes). In this report we examine 
the effects of reviews posted on TripAdvisor to look at non-operational and relatively inexpensive ways in 
which hoteliers can improve their performance, both on the review sites themselves and in terms of 
actual hotel revenue and sales performance. 
Keywords 
online travel agents, consumer reviews, guest ratings, hotel revenue 
Disciplines 
Hospitality Administration and Management | Tourism and Travel 
Comments 
Required Publisher Statement 
© Cornell University. This report may not be reproduced or distributed without the express permission of 
the publisher. 
This article is available at The Scholarly Commons: https://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/chrreports/10 
Cornell Hospitality Report • May  2016 • www.chr.cornell.edu • Vol. 16, No. 10 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Hotel Performance Impact
of Socially Engaging with Consumers
O
ne way that hoteliers can interact with their guests is virtually—by encouraging their online 
reviews and responding to them. Using data from the popular TripAdvisor site, this study 
examines three aspects of  such interaction based on customer reviews. First, the study 
found that simply encouraging reviews (using Revinate Surveys) was associated with an 
increase in a hotel’s ratings, as compared to their competitive set. Second, the fact that management responds 
to reviews leads to improved sales and revenue as measured by consumers clicking through to the hotel’s 
listing at online travel agents. The study re-confirmed an earlier estimate that an increase in a hotel’s 
TripAdvisor rating is reflected in an increase in revenue. Most interesting, the study found that revenue 
improvements based on review responses are limited in two ways. First, revenue levels increase as the number 
responses increases, but only to a point. After about a 40-percent response rate, hotels seem to reach a point 
of  diminishing returns, and making too many responses is worse than offering no response at all. Second, 
consumers seem to be most appreciative of  responses to negative reviews, rather than positive reviews, as 
indicated by the fact that ratings improve more substantially in connection with constructive responses to 
negative reviews than simple acknowledgment of  positive comments. 
Chris Anderson and Saram Han
CENTER FOR HOSPITALITY RESEARCH
2  The Center for Hospitality Research • Cornell University
ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Chris K. Anderson , Ph.D., is an associate professor at the Cornell School of Hotel Administration. Prior to his 
appointment in 2006, he was on faculty at the Ivey School of Business in London, Ontario 
Canada. A regular contributor to the CHR Report series, his main research focus is on 
revenue management and service pricing. He actively works with industry, across 
numerous industry types, in the application and development of RM, having worked with a 
variety of hotels, airlines, rental car, and tour companies, as well as numerous consumer 
packaged goods and financial services firms. Anderson’s research has been funded by 
numerous governmental agencies and industrial partners. He serves on the editorial 
board of the Journal of Revenue and Pricing Management and is the regional editor for 
the International Journal of Revenue Management. At the School of Hotel Administration, 
he teaches courses in revenue management and service operations management..
Saram Han, MS., is a doctoral student at the Cornell School of Hotel Administration. He 
received his master’s degree in survey methodology from the University of Michigan in Ann 
Arbor and BBA in tourism management from Kyung Hee University in Korea. His research 
interests focus on measuring and improving the service operation by analyzing the 
unstructured data. He is especially interested in how the reviews on the online travel 
agencies (OTAs) can help measure the intangible service qualities in the hospitality 
industries.
Cornell Hospitality Report • May  2016 • www.chr.cornell.edu • Vol. 16, No. 10 3
CORNELL HOSPITALITY REPORT
Chris Anderson and Saram Han
User reviews have become a critical aspect of  the travel research process, as evidenced, for instance, by TripAdvisor having over 350 million unique monthly visitors.1 One benefit of  these posted reviews is that hotels can address issues raised by consumers in an effort to improve consumer satisfaction along with review scores. Given the 
importance of  consumer reviews, one goal for hotels is to find ways to improve their social media performance 
(with a goal of  boosting financial outcomes). In this report we examine the effects of  reviews posted on 
TripAdvisor to look at non-operational and relatively inexpensive ways in which hoteliers can improve their 
performance, both on the review sites themselves and in terms of  actual hotel revenue and sales performance.
1 Source: TripAdvisor.com, February 16, 2016.
Performance Impact
of Socially Engaging with Consumers
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In a previous CHR Report, co-author Chris Anderson  illus-
trates the positive relationship between user-generated content 
and hotel performance.2 He calculates online reputation elastic-
ity (percentage change in hotel performance given a percentage 
change in online reputation) using data from ReviewPRO and 
hotel performance data from STR. The study found substantive 
impacts of  online reputation on overall hotel performance as 
measured by revenue per available room (RevPAR), with indi-
vidual firms capitalizing on their improved reputation through 
some combination of  higher occupancy and average daily rate. 
Using a second point-of-purchase or transactional dataset from 
Travelocity, he shows the positive impact of  both online reputa-
tion and the number of  reviews on the purchase likelihood.
That study indicated that online reputation (review scores) 
and the number of  reviews are positively related to hotel per-
formance as measured by price, occupancy, and total revenue. 
There’s no doubt that service providers will want to address con-
sumer issues and improve the quality and value of  their service 
offering based on consumer reviews. However, what we outline 
here are other, less capital intensive approaches to improve a 
property’s reputation. In particular, we focus on more direct 
engagement with consumers by specifically encouraging them 
to post reviews on TripAdvisor.com, which so far remains the 
dominant source for hospitality-related reviews. Looking further 
at reviews, we compare the hotel’s financial performance and 
online reputation in a series of  before-and-after tests, in which 
the after stage occurs once the hotel starts to encourage con-
sumer reviews via post stay surveys. We show that once reviews 
are actively encouraged not only does the number of  reviews 
posted to TripAdvisor increase, but so does the review score and 
hotel rank on TripAdvisor.com.
The latter part of  this study focuses not just on encourag-
ing reviews but also on engaging with consumers by responding 
to their posted comments. As a measure of  hotel revenue, we 
use bookings generated at TripAdvisor, as measured by clicks 
2 C.K Anderson, “The Impact of  Social Media on Lodging Perfor-
mance,” Cornell Hospitality Report, Vol. 12, No. 15 (2012), p. 11 (Cornell Center 
for Hospitality Research).
from TripAdvisor over to online travel agents. These clicks show 
the positive relationship between revenue and hotelier engage-
ment as measured by the managerial response rate to consumer 
reviews. We also delineate the effects of  managerial responses 
by type of  review (positive or negative), indicating that while 
responding to reviews is positively related to online reputation, 
hotels are better off responding to negative reviews than to posi-
tive reviews, and further that responding to all positive reviews 
may become detrimental.
Engagement via TripAdvisor
The earlier Anderson study indicates that an increase in the 
number of  reviews (in addition to the actual review score) 
appears to have a direct relationship with hotel performance. 
In an effort to further evaluate this connection, we look at the 
relationship between hotels encouraging customers to provide 
reviews at TripAdvisor and the hotels’ review volume, review 
score, and performance. We do this in conjunction with online 
reputation management firm Revinate, using Revinate Surveys, 
which allows hotels to simultaneously collect private and public 
guest feedback. Revinate Surveys enables hotels to send a post-
stay, short format survey to guests, which includes an optional 
TripAdvisor review form.3
Working with Revinate we collected data from 80 hotels 
operated by five different management firms, including review 
data from TripAdvisor and hotel performance data as com-
piled by STR and Fairmas, the Berlin-based market analysis 
software provider. In addition to the individual hotels’ data, 
we have similar measurements from the property-determined 
competitive set. In an effort to evaluate the success of  efforts to 
encourage reviews, our review and performance data comprised 
a period of  up to 12 months before and 12 months after each 
hotel launched Revinate Surveys. This allowed us to compare 
the average performance in those two time periods. To control 
for seasonality, all analyses employ indices (i.e., hotel parameter 
divided by average across competitive set). Exhibit 1 summa-
3 Further information is at Revinate.com
Exhibit 1
Performance and review impact of review encouragement (indices compared to competitive set)
TripAdvisor Metrics Hotel Performance Metrics
TA Score
Number of 
reviews
Percentage 
of positive 
reviews ADR Occupancy RevPAR 
Before 99.00 86.1 99.9 94.3 103.4 98.6
After 100.80 224.4 102.9 94.3 104.5 98.61
Significance 0.00350 0.00000 0.03190 0.48860 0.18920 0.49690
 Note: “Before” refers to a 12-month period before implementation of the Revinate Surveys tool to encourage guest reviews. “After” is 
the 12 months following implementation.
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rizes average values across a series of  metrics for the 80 hotels 
in these before and after tests. The first column in that table 
summarizes review scores on the TA Score Index, showing an 
average index increase from 99 to 100.8. This indicates that 
encouraging consumers to post reviews is positively related to an 
increase in the (relative) scores of  those reviews (i.e., in compari-
son to the hotels’ competitive sets).
Similarly the number of  reviews dramatically increased. 
The hotels were lagging their competitors considerably before 
launch (index of  86.1), whereas in the post launch window these 
properties had more than double the number of  reviews of  
their competitive sets (224.4). Prior to launch they had slightly 
fewer positive reviews (index of  99.9) increasing by 3 percent (to 
102.9) post launch. All three of  these TripAdvisor metrics are 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level, indicating that statisti-
cally speaking the indices are different post launch.
The hotel performance metrics are not statistically different, 
however, although they show slight gains across all three indica-
tors (average daily rate, occupancy, and revenue per available 
room). As indicated in Chris Anderson’s earlier study,  hotels 
may choose different ways to capitalize on improved online 
reputation. Similarly, hotels may not immediately act nor be 
able to immediately influence performance owing to the way 
consumers use review information. The issue is that consumers 
use reviews during different stages of  the travel research process. 
In a 2011 study, Anderson  summarizes the distribution of  con-
sumer visitation to TripAdvisor prior to online purchases at a 
major hotel brand.4 That study indicated that while 25 percent 
of  visits are concentrated in the five days prior to a booking, 
TripAdvisor site visit frequencies are relatively flat in the two 
months leading up to purchase. As such we might expect a lag 
between changes in TripAdvisor reviews (and ranking) and the 
performance outcomes. While not statistically significant, we 
do see a slight increase in occupancy (with the index increasing 
from 103.4 to 104.5), while ADR and RevPAR are relatively flat 
across the two test periods.
Perhaps one of  the cleanest measurements of  the impact of  
review encouragement is the change in the hotels’ TripAdvisor 
4 C.K. Anderson, “Search, OTAs, and Online Booking: An Expanded 
Analysis of  the Billboard Effect,” Cornell Hospitality Report, Vol. 11, No. 9 
(2011), p. 10 (Cornelll Center for Hospitality Research). 
rankings, a measurement that many operators see as one of  the 
most measurable changes on TripAdvisor. The hotels studied 
experienced an average ranking increase from 46.8 to 42, with 
58 out of  the 80 properties maintaining or increasing their rank-
ing. Additionally just over half  of  the remaining 22 properties 
still experienced increased TripAdvisor scores relative to their 
competitive set, even though their ranking didn’t rise. One could 
infer that the ratings for these hotels did not increase as fast as 
those for some other hotels in the market (but not in their direct 
competitive set).
One of  the common criticisms of  posted reviews is that 
most reviews involve extremes—that is, consumers are most 
likely to post if  their experience measurably differed from their 
expectation, whether favorably or unfavorably. In an effort 
to reduce the impact of  only hearing from the tails of  met or 
unmet expectations, we demonstrate that facilitating review 
collection is positively related to the number of  reviews posted 
to TripAdvisor, and that these reviews are generally better than 
those posted without encouragement.
Hotel Engagement (via TripAdvisor)
One of  the increasingly common practices on TripAdvisor is for 
hotel managers to post responses to guest reviews. In an effort 
to evaluate the impact of  this practice, we look at two data sets. 
The first data set uses 2015 TripAdvisor data for four major 
markets: Dubai, France, Italy, and the United Kingdom. Hotels 
in France and Italy dominate the sample, with over 55,000 
hotels in our sample of  65,195 hotels. We focus on non-U.S. 
markets as these markets tend to have fewer branded hotels and 
as such more reliance upon OTAs than on U.S. hotel chains’ 
brand.com sites (e.g., Marriott.com or Hilton.com).
Our data include the number of  reviews posted to TripAd-
visor, the scores of  these reviews, the number of  managerial 
responses to these reviews, and the revenue generated when 
consumers decide to book the hotel in question. We measure 
this by when they click through from TripAdvisor, which takes 
them to one of  the numerous online travel agents (OTAs) dis-
played at TripAdvisor (as shown, for example, in Exhibit 3, on 
the next page). We measure revenue using conversion or sales 
information relayed back to TripAdvisor from the OTA. Using 
these data we measure the relationship between responding 
Exhibit 2
TripAdvisor ranking 
Before After Percentage improved
TripAdvisor Rank 46.8 42.0* 72
 * Significant at 0.0001 level.
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to reviews and hotel performance (based on OTA-generated 
revenue). Exhibit 4 summarizes revenue and review information 
for the four markets in our sample. Average review scores are 
similar in all the markets except Dubai, which has lower scores 
and a higher managerial response rate. Total revenue is the 
product of  room-nights and ADR.
Similar to Chris Anderson’s 2012 study, we look at perfor-
mance (revenue) elasticity as a function of  the hotel’s average 
review score at TripAdvisor, the number of  reviews, and the 
percentage of  these reviews which have a managerial response.5 
5 See: Anderson, 2012, op.cit. 
While we don’t have traditional chain scale or hotel classification 
information we do maintain a control for size of  hotel (in rooms) 
and country of  origin. Our analysis applies linear regression 
with the natural logarithm of  revenue as our variable of  interest 
and the other attributes (e.g., review score, number of  reviews) 
as our independent variables.6 We anticipate the impact of  
managerial responses not to be strictly linear, that is, respond-
6 As our dependent variable is the natural logarithm of  revenue [i.e., 
ln(Revenue)], we need to transform the parameter estimates in order to 
interpret the impact on revenues. As e is the opposite of  ln() we need to put 
the parameter estimates to the power of  e to interpret them (i.e., e0.3305 = 
2.71820.3305 = 1.39).
Exhibit 3
Typical TripAdvisor listing, with prices and referral buttons for OTAs
Exhibit 4
Revenue and review summary
Number of 
Hotels
Percentage of 
Reviews with 
Response
Average Review 
Score Room-nights ADR
Number of 
Reviews
Dubai 477 26% 2.71 205 196 258
France 20,488 12% 3.44 57 118 46
Italy 34,895 9% 3.8 50 120 41
United Kingdom 9,335 16% 3.48 51 132 105
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ing to some reviews may be beneficial, but perhaps that impact 
decreases as hotels start to respond to all reviews. Thus, we use 
both the percentage of  review responses and the percentage of  
review responses squared as variables in our model. Exhibit 5 
summarizes the impact of  responding to reviews (and of  the 
reviews themselves) on the revenue generated by OTAs referred 
from TripAdvisor. As a word of  caution, these estimates are just 
approximations since we only have data on OTA revenue created 
via TripAdvisor but we do not have data on revenue generated by 
consumers clicking directly through to the hotel or by consumers 
calling the hotels directly. 
The first row of  Exhibit 5 shows that revenue increases 
by a factor of  1.39 (that is, 39 percent) if  a hotel’s review score 
increases one unit (say, from 3.5 to 4.5 on TripAdvisor’s 5-point 
scale). Similarly, the second row indicates that each additional 
review increases revenue by a factor of  1.0049. 
The last two rows in Exhibit 5 summarize the impact of  
managerial responses, combined into a single effect, as illustrated 
Exhibit 5
TripAdvisor review and response impacts on revenue
in Exhibit 6. The two measures of  review responses (percent-
age of  responses and percentage of  responses squared) are 
used to assess any non-linearity in the impact of  responses 
on revenues. We found that as the percentage of  reviews with 
responses increases, the percentage with response squared 
increases faster, and those metrics are combined with the nega-
tive parameter (-4.588) for percentage with response squared. 
The base case is when there are no managerial responses.7 As 
the percentage with responses initially increases, this net effect 
likewise increases to begin with, but then it starts to decrease 
as both the percentage of  responses and the percentage of  
responses squared get larger. This calculation suggests that the 
practical limit for the proportion of  review responses seems to 
be about 40 percent. After this point, incremental increases in 
review responses become detrimental, and revenue declines. 
Our data don’t tell us why this is so, but we could infer that 
7 (0*3.763+0
2
*-4.588 = 0, and e
0 
= 1).
Parameter Estimate Increase | unit increase
TripAdvisor Score 0.3305* 1.39
Number of Reviews 0.004889* 1.0049
Percentage of Reviews with 
Response 3.763* See Exhibit 6
Percentage of Reviews with 
Response Squared -4.588* See Exhibit 6
Exhibit 6
Net revenue effects of responding to reviews on TripAdvisor
Re
ve
nu
e 
fa
ct
or
Percentage of reviews with a response
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consumers potentially become annoyed by all the review re-
sponses or the responses crowd out the reviews.
In an effort to further refine the impact of  responses, we 
next looked at the actual nature of  the managerial response 
by differentiating responses to negative reviews from responses 
to positive reviews. For this analysis, we used three years 
of  TripAdvisor review data for two major U.S. destinations, 
New York and Orlando. We analyzed data for just over 7,400 
quarterly hotel observations in NYC and 3,600 in Orlando. 
We calculated the number of  reviews posted in each quarter 
and the average rating for those reviews. After separating 
the reviews into positive (4 out of  5 or better) and negative 
reviews (less than 4), we categorized the managerial responses 
according to whether they were responding to a positive or 
negative review.8 As responses (in our dataset) are not directly 
linked to reviews, we can classify responses based on the free 
form text within the managerial response. For this purpose, 
we use a Naïve Bayes classifier, which is a commonly used 
classification model in Natural Language Processing. To build 
the Naïve Bayes classification model, we consider the responses 
that included the words “sorry” or “apology” and variants 
thereof  as relating to negative reviews (constituting less than 15 
percent of  the total hotel responses). In contrast, we identified 
the responses that included the word “happy” or “glad” (but 
not “sorry” or “apology”) as those pertaining to positive reviews 
(again, 15 percent of  the total hotel responses). For the rest of  
the responses, we determine whether each response should 
be classified as relating to a positive or negative review by 
8 For more details on this form of  classification, see: Jurafsky, D., and 
Martin, J. H. 2008. Speech and Language Processing. Prentice Hall Series in Arti-
ficial Intelligence. As a comparison we also classified reviews using 3.5 as the 
breakpoint with no major differences in results
calculating the sums of  conditional probabilities that allow 
us to identify which words are more likely to be used in 
conjunction with responses to positive or negative reviews.9 
Finally, we apply bootstrapping to our model to achieve a 
better prediction derived from multiple subsample distributions 
rather than one single overall distribution. Throughout the 
process of  building the training set, we excluded responses 
written in languages other than English or the words that are 
not meaningful or representative for our categorization (e.g., “I,” 
“the,” or a person’s name, such as Michael).
We then calculate the percentage of  positive reviews that 
have responses and the percentage of  negative reviews with 
responses. Exhibit 7 shows a histogram of  the overall response 
rates. The figure indicates that almost 40 percent of  hotels 
never respond to a review, whereas about 12.5 percent respond 
to all reviews. Then we perform a regression for NYC and 
one for Orlando, which have similar results, as summarized in 
Exhibit 8.10 Here, our variable of  interest is quarterly average 
TripAdvisor score by hotel.
9 Jiang, J. and C. Zhai. 2008. “Domain adaptation in natural language 
processing.” Working paper. University of  Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 
Champaign, IL
10 For analysis we take the natural logarithm of  the review score as 
scores are bounded (1–5) and tend to be skewed. Our measures of  interest are 
yes/no did management respond to any reviews that quarter, the number of  
reviews, and the percentages of  positive and negative reviews with responses. 
Given the panel nature of  our data with up to 36 quarterly observations per 
hotel we test for these impacts upon review scores using a mixed model with 
a first-order autoregressive covariance structure. Correcting for potential 
autocorrelation in errors ensures we have unbiased parameter estimates, we 
use the MIXED PROC in SAS to perform this repeated measures regression. 
Similar to our Revenue regression, as we take the natural logarithm of  reviews, 
in order to interpret the regression results we need to put each parameter 
estimate to the power of  e.
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Exhibit 8
Impacts of managerial responses on TripAdvisor
NYC Orlando
Estimate Change in score Estimate Change in score
Intercept 1.40077* 1.32279*
No response -0.1135* 0.8927 -0.06841* 0.9339
Number of reviews 0.00009* 1.0001 0.00024* 1.0002
Percentage of negative reviews with a response 0.00009* 1.0165 0.01778* 1.0179
Percentage positive reviews with a response 0.01638* 0.9754 -0.01885* 0.9813
 Note: * Significant at 0.0001 level
Failure to respond at all to reviews is costly, as shown in 
Exhibit 8. For hotels that do not respond to reviews, the aver-
age TripAdvisor scores are 89.27 percent in NYC and 93.39 
percent in Orlando, compared to those that do respond. But 
this does not mean that responding to all reviews is generally ef-
fective. Instead, it is more critical to respond to negative reviews 
because they are directly related to review scores. Contrary to 
this effect relating to negative reviews, responding to positive 
reviews may in fact diminish a hotel’s average score (shown in 
the last two rows in the table). For example, if  a NYC hotel went 
from responding to almost no negative reviews to responding to 
all of  their negative reviews their review score would increase by 
1.65 percent, but if  they also then started responding to all posi-
tive reviews their score would drop by 2.46 percent (i.e., 1-.9754). 
At this point we must inject a note of  caution. One should 
be careful in interpreting these results, because regression 
analysis simply measures correlations and not causation. Thus, 
we are relating review responses and scores, and not conducting 
detailed experiments. Nonetheless, it appears that responding 
to reviews may benefit the operator in the form of  improved 
review scores. Furthermore, while responding to negative re-
views is critical, perhaps repeating simple thank yous for positive 
reviews might be detrimental.
The Value of  Customer Engagement
This study extends earlier research by co-author Chris Ander-
son that illustrated the relationship between reviews, online 
reputation, and hotel performance. That earlier study indicated 
that improved online reputation is positively related to hotel 
performance as measured by RevPAR. In this study, we use mul-
tiple data sources to further refine how hotels can engage with 
consumers by encouraging reviews on TripAdvisor, and thereby 
improve performance.
First, we show via a simple series of  before-and-after tests 
with Revinate that simply encouraging reviews via post stay 
surveys not only increases the number of  reviews posted to 
TripAdvisor, but also boosts the hotel’s actual review scores (rela-
tive to their competitive set). Along with an increase in review 
volume and review scores, hotels also experience an increase 
in their TripAdvisor ranking and, more important, moderate 
improvements in ADR, occupancy, and RevPAR.
Taking another step, again using data from TripAdvisor, we 
measure the impact of  responding to posted consumer reviews. 
Looking at the relationship between responding to reviews and 
revenue generated at OTAs, we found that revenue increases as 
management responds to reviews, provided they limit the num-
ber of  responses. Our calculation here estimates that revenue 
starts to decrease once hoteliers start responding to more than 
40 percent of  consumer reviews. In fact, revenues are lower 
when managers respond to more than 85 percent of  reviews 
than if  they don’t respond at all.
Perhaps most interesting, our further analysis found that 
responding to negative reviews boosted hotel’s TripAdvisor 
score more than when management responded to favorable 
comments. Responding to reviews, particularly negative reviews, 
appears positively related to the consumer’s view of  the hotel 
(measured by increases in the TripAdvisor score). Consistent 
with other findings, replying to all positive reviews may become 
detrimental.
Posted reviews constitute a great source of  information for 
prospective customers looking to remove uncertainty around the 
quality of  their stay, and also for hoteliers looking to improve 
their product and service. Here we illustrate the impact of  
engaging with consumers on TripAdvisor. We show that letting 
consumers know you want their opinion (through encouraging 
reviews via post stay surveys) improves the volume and quality 
of  reviews, and additionally showing them that you are listening by 
responding to reviews (particularly negative reviews) has a favor-
able effect on review scores and revenue. That said, however, we 
caution hoteliers regarding how they respond, as our analysis 
indicates that responding to all reviews is unnecessary and po-
tentially detrimental on both review scores and revenues. n
10  The Center for Hospitality Research • Cornell University
2016 Reports
Vol. 16  No. 9  Fitting Restaurant Service 
Style to Brand Image for Greater Customer 
Satisfaction, by Michael Giebelhausen, 
Ph.D., Evelyn Chan, and Nancy J. Sirianni, 
Ph.D. 
Vol. 16  No. 8  Revenue Management 
in Restaurants: Unbundling Pricing for 
Reservations from the Core Service, by 
Sheryl Kimes, Ph.D., and Jochen Wirtz, 
Ph.D.
Vol. 16  No. 7  Instructions for the Food 
Preparation Scheduling Tool v2015, by Gary 
Thompson, Ph.D.
Vol. 16  No. 6  Compendium 2016
Vol. 16  No. 5  Executive Insights on Leader 
Integrity: The Credibility Challenge, by 
Tony Simons, Ph.D., with Kurt Schnaubelt, 
John Longstreet, Michele Sarkisian, Heather 
Allen, and Charles Feltman
Vol. 16  No. 4  Authenticity in Scaling the 
Vision: Defining Boundaries in the Food and 
Beverage Entrepreneurship Development 
Cycle, by Mona Anita K. Olsen, Ph.D., and 
Cheryl Stanley
Vol. 16  No. 3  Communication Planning: 
A Template for Organizational Change, by 
Amy Newman
Vol. 16  No. 2  What Guests Really Think 
of  Your Hotel: Text Analytics of  Online 
Customer Reviews, by Hyun Jeong “Spring” 
Han, Ph.D., Shawn Mankad, Ph.D., Nagesh 
Gavirneni, Ph.D., and Rohit Verma, Ph.D. 
Vol. 16  No. 1  The Role of  Service 
Improvisation in Improving Hotel Customer 
Satisfaction, by Enrico Secchi, Ph.D., Aleda 
Roth, Ph.D., and Rohit Verma, Ph.D.
2015 Reports
Vol. 15  No. 22  Have Minimum Wage 
Increases Hurt the Restaurant Industry? The 
Evidence Says No!, by Michael Lynn, Ph.D., 
and Christopher Boone, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 21  Hotel Brand Conversions: 
What Works and What Doesn’t, by Chekitan 
S. Dev, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 20  The United States Supreme 
Court Rules in Favor of  Employees in the 
Young and Abercrombie Cases: What Do They 
R Peally Hold?, by David Sherwyn, J.D., and 
David B. Ritter
Vol. 15  No. 19  The New Science of  Service 
Innovation, Part 4: Select Research on 
People from the 2014 Cornell Hospitality 
Research Summit, by Cathy Enz, Ph.D., and 
Rohit Verma, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 18  The New Science of  
Service Innovation, Part 3: Select Research 
on Technology from the 2014 Cornell 
Hospitality Research Summit, by Cathy Enz, 
Ph.D., and Rohit Verma, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 17  The New Science of  
Service Innovation, Part 2: Select Research 
on Organizations from the 2014 Cornell 
Hospitality Research Summit, by Cathy Enz, 
Ph.D., and Rohit Verma, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 16  The New Science of  Service 
Innovation, Part 1: Select Research on Data 
from the 2014 Cornell Hospitality Research 
Summit, by Cathy Enz, Ph.D., and Rohit 
Verma, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 15  Adopting the Code: Human 
Trafficking and the Hospitality Industry, by 
Michele Sarkisian
Vol. 15 No. 14  How the Deepwater Horizon 
Oil Spill Damaged the Environment, the 
Travel Industry, and Corporate Reputations, 
by Alex Susskind, Ph.D., Mark Bonn, Ph.D., 
and Benjamin Lawrence, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 13  Creative Capital: Financing 
Hotels via EB-5, by Arian Mahmoodi and 
Jan A. deRoos, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 12  Hospitality HR and Big 
Data: Highlights from the 2015 Roundtable, 
by J. Bruce Tracey, Ph.D.
Vol. 15   No. 11  Cuba’s Future Hospitality 
and Tourism Business: Opportunities and 
Obstacles, by John H. Thomas, Ph.D., 
Miranda Kitterlin-Lynch, Ph.D., and 
Daymaris Lorenzo Del Valle
Vol. 15  No. 10  Utility and Disruption: 
Technology for Entrepreneurs in Hospitality; 
Highlights of  the 2015 Technology 
Entrepreneurship Roundtable, by Mona 
Anita K. Olsen, Ph.D., and Kelly McDarby
Vol. 15  No. 9  Hotel Sustainability 
Benchmarking Tool 2015: Energy, Water, and 
Carbon, by Howard G. Chong, Ph.D., and 
Eric E. Ricaurte
Vol. 15, No. 8  A Competency Model for 
Club Leaders, by Kate Walsh, Ph.D., and 
Jason P. Koenigsfeld, Ph.D.
Vol. 15  No. 7  From Concept to Impact: 
Beginning with the End in Mind; 
Highlights of  the 2015 Cornell Hospitality 
Entrepreneurship Roundtable, by Mona 
Anita K. Olsen, Ph.D., Kelly McDarby, and 
Joanne Jihwan Park
Vol. 15  No. 6  The Mobile Revolution Is 
Here: Are You Ready?, by Heather Linton 
and Robert J. Kwortnik, Ph.D.
Center for Hospitality Research
Publication Index
chr.cornell.edu
Cornell Hospitality Report • May  2016 • www.chr.cornell.edu • Vol. 16, No. 10 11
Advisory Board Cornell Hospitality Report
Vol. 16, No. 10  (May  2016)
© 2016 Cornell University. This report may not be 
reproduced or distributed without the express 
permission of the publisher.
Cornell Hospitality Report is produced for the 
benefit of the hospitality industry by  
The Center for Hospitality Research  
at Cornell University.
Michael C. Sturman, Director
Carol Zhe, Program Manager
Glenn Withiam, Executive Editor
Alfonso Gonzalez, Executive Director of 
Marketing and Communications
Center for Hospitality Research
Cornell University
School of Hotel Administration
389 Statler Hall
Ithaca, NY 14853
607-254-4504
chr.cornell.edu
Syed Mansoor Ahmad, Vice President, Global 
Business Head for Energy Management Services, 
Wipro EcoEnergy
Marco Benvenuti MMH ’05, Cofounder, Chief 
Analytics and Product Officer, Duetto
Scott Berman ’84, Principal, Real Estate Business 
Advisory Services, Industry Leader, Hospitality & 
Leisure, PwC
Erik Browning ’96, Vice President of Business 
Consulting, The Rainmaker Group
Bhanu Chopra, Founder and Chief Executive Officer, 
RateGain
Susan Devine ’85, Senior Vice President–Strategic 
Development, Preferred Hotels & Resorts
Ed Evans ’74, MBA ’75, Executive Vice President & 
Chief Human Resources Officer, Four Seasons 
Hotels and Resorts
Kevin Fliess, Vice President of Product Marketing, 
CVENT, Inc.
Chuck Floyd, P ’15, P ’18 Global President of 
Operations, Hyatt
R.J. Friedlander, Founder and CEO, ReviewPro
Gregg Gilman ILR ’85, Partner, Co-Chair, Labor & 
Employment Practices, Davis & Gilbert LLP
Dario Gonzalez, Vice President—Enterprise 
Architecture, DerbySoft
Linda Hatfield, Vice President, Knowledge 
Management, IDeaS—SAS
Bob Highland, Head of Partnership Development, 
Barclaycard US
Steve Hood, Senior Vice President of Research, STR
Sanjeev Khanna, Vice President and Head of 
Business Unit, Tata Consultancy Services
Josh Lesnick ’87, Executive Vice President and Chief 
Marketing Officer, Wyndham Hotel Group
Mitrankur Majumdar, Vice President, Regional 
Head—Services Americas, Infosys Limited
Faith Marshall, Director, Business Development, NTT 
DATA
David Mei ’94, Vice President, Owner and Franchise 
Services, InterContinental Hotels Group
David Meltzer MMH ’96, Chief Commercial Officer, 
Sabre Hospitality Solutions
Nabil Ramadhan, Group Chief Human Capital Officer, 
Human Resources, Jumeirah Group
Umar Riaz, Managing Director—Hospitality, North 
American Lead, Accenture
Carolyn D. Richmond ILR ’91, Partner, Hospitality 
Practice, Fox Rothschild LLP
David Roberts ENG ’87, MS ENG ’88, Senior Vice 
President, Consumer Insight and Revenue Strategy, 
Marriott International, Inc. 
Rakesh Sarna, Managing Director and CEO, Indian 
Hotels Company Ltd.
Berry van Weelden, MMH ’08, Director, Reporting and 
Analysis, priceline.com’s hotel group
Adam Weissenberg ’85, Global Sector Leader Travel, 
Hospitality, and Leisure, Deloitte
Rick Werber ’83, Senior Vice President, Engineering 
and Sustainability, Development, Design, and 
Construction, Host Hotels & Resorts, Inc.
Dexter Wood, Jr. ’87, Senior Vice President, Global 
Head—Business and Investment Analysis, Hilton 
Worldwide
Jon S. Wright, President and Chief Executive Officer, 
Access Point Financial
